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Chapter I 


THE A-B-C OF THE ISMS* 

What is communism? 

Dr. Edward Lodge Curran has given this most ac¬ 
curate and all-embracing definition of Communism: 
“Communism is a political, social, and economic creed 
which declares: 

“1. That man lives for this life alone; 

“2. That in this life man lives for the Communistic 
state alone; 

“3. That man has no right to own anything as an 
individual; 

“4. That man has no fundamental human rights 
which the Communistic state must respect; 

“5. That the state exists to produce physical goods 
alone; 

“6. That therefore man must be a slave to machines; 
industrial machines in time of peace and muni¬ 
tion machines in time of war; 

“7. That blind obedience to the Communistic state 
is the highest virtue; 

“8. That man must do everything possible to ad¬ 
vance the cause of world Communism no matter 
how immoral it may be; 

* Reprinted from the National Republic 
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“9. That God and religion, home and family, patriot¬ 
ism and individual possessions must be destroyed 
in order to keep man the slave of the state; 

“10. That class hatred and revolution must be en¬ 
couraged in every country, except those that are 
already Communistic, in order to bring about 
the godless, irreligious, inhuman, and brutal 
regime of world Communism.” 

What is socialism? 

The Oxford Dictionary defines Socialism as “the 
principle that individual freedom should be completely 
subordinated to interests of the community (or the 
state).” Like Communism, Socialism aims to sub¬ 
ordinate and subject the citizen to the state. 

What is fascism? 

Alfredo Rocco, ex-Minister of justice under the ex¬ 
isting Italian regime, has said, with Mussolini’s com¬ 
plete approval and endorsement, “The Fascist concep¬ 
tion of the state is all-embracing; outside of it no 
human or spiritual values exist.” 

Exactly what does that mean? 

It means that the state—the political dictatorship— 
seizes upon and swallows up all human rights and 
moral values. No rights exist “outside of the state.” 
The right to life is dependent upon the consent of the 
dictator. The state is the be-all and end-all of human 
existence. Man lives for the state. Alfredo Rocco: 
“All in the state and for the state; nothing outside the 
state, nothing against the state.” 

Communism: socialism, and fascism, then, aim at 

THE SAME COAL, THE ERECTION OF AN ALL-POWERFUL 
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STATE THAT WILL SWALLOW UP THE RIGHTS AND LIBER¬ 
TIES OF THE INDIVIDUAL. IS THAT CORRECT? 

Yes, Communism, Socialism, and Fascism — both 
Italian and German—are simply different forms of 
Collectivism. 

What is collectivism? 

Collectivism is any system under which the citizen 
is the slave of the state. 

What is national socialism? 

It is the system prevailing in Germany—commonly 
referred to as Hitlerism, or Nazism. 

Why does hitler call his kind of collectivism 
national socialism? 

Probably because he wishes to emphasize its rabidly 
nationalistic character. Leninist and Stalinist Social¬ 
ism, like the original Marxian Socialism, have espoused 
a fanatical internationalism. 

Hitlerism is a cunningly devised form of collectivism 
“tailored to the tastes”—and prejudices—of the Nazi 
mentality. 

In what other important way does Nazi collec¬ 
tivism DIFFER FROM SOVIET COLLECTIVISM? 

Under Nazism, race hatred is substituted for class 
hatred as the driving force of mob violence. Hitlerism 
aims to “liquidate”—that is, wipe out by violence or 
slow starvation, “economic strangulation”—those who 
belong to a different race, as Bolshevism has “liqui¬ 
dated” all who belong to a different class. 

Hitlerism claims to be the “dictatorship of the Aryan 
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race” as Stalinism represents itself as the “dictatorship 
of the proletarian class.” Under both systems, relent¬ 
less persecution aiming at annihilation is visited upon 
all citizens who are deemed to be outside the ruling 
race or class. 

What about mussolini? 

Mussolini started out as a radical Socialist—a fol¬ 
lower of Marx. But, like Hitler, he “reconstructed” 
or “revised” Marxian collectivism to conform to the 
nationalistic ambitions he had for the Italian people. 
He conceived a new type of collectivism—now known 
as Fascism—which he proceeded to impose upon his 
people. 

Does fascism—in either Italy or Germany—re¬ 
spect THE RIGHT OF PRIVATE PROPERTY? 

Absolutely not. Fascism, like Communism, respects 
no individual rights. All rights and all powers belong 
to the state. Both Hitler and Mussolini confiscated 
private property and “nationalized” industries at their 
own whim and will. They conscripted raw materials 
as well as human lives whenever they saw fit. 

If there is no “right” of private property under 

FASCISM, WHY DO HITLER AND MUSSOLINI PERMIT FAC¬ 
TORIES AND FARMS TO REMAIN IN THE POSSESSION OF 
THEIR OWNERS? 

Because experience has taught them that government 
ownership and operation of business, as tried out under 
Sovietism, result in inefficiency and waste. Hitler and 
Mussolini wish to get the maximum production out of 
their subject-citizens. Hence, men are permitted to 
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keep their property but they are forced to use it in 
the manner specified by the dictator. 

All classes of citizens—farmers, laborers, and busi¬ 
ness men—are ruthlessly regimented. Under Fascism, 
capitalists as well as proletarians are “bled white,” are 
forced to produce to the utmost, are mercilessly ex¬ 
ploited, for the benefit of the state. 

Under Fascism, as under Communism, everybody 
works —and all property is worked—for the govern¬ 
ment. 

Does fascism involve the outright confiscation 

OF PROPERTY, AS DOES COMMUNISM? 

Yes, in some cases. Mussolini “nationalized” cer¬ 
tain “key industries” in Italy when he became con¬ 
vinced that their owners were not “cooperating” to the 
fullest extent with political bureaucrats. Confiscation 
is the threat Hitler and Mussolini hold over the heads 
of business men and farmers who do not produce for 
the state all that the dictatorship demands of them. 

Does fascism, like communism, regulate the in¬ 
come AND LIVING STANDARDS OF ALL OF THE PEOPLE? 
DOES FASCISM, LIKE COMMUNISM, REDUCE ALL CITIZENS 
-EXCEPT THOSE WHO ARE IN FAVOR WITH THE DIC¬ 
TATORSHIP-TO A SLAVE-EXISTENCE? 

Yes; Fascism controls everyone’s livelihood through 
the bureaucratic system whereby the wages of labor, 
the profits of industry, and the prices of farm com¬ 
modities are set by law and enforced by governing 
terrorists and tyrants. 

Since a fascist government wields autocratic 

POWERS TO DEPRIVE THE FARMER, LABORER, AND BUSI- 
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NESS MAN OF THE FAIR FRUITS OF THEIR ENTERPRISE, 
IT IS IN A POSITION TO IMPOVERISH THE WHOLE NATION 

-TO ROB EVEN PROPERTY OWNERS OF A LIVING INCOME 

FROM THEIR INVESTMENTS-WITHOUT GOING TO THE 

LENGTH OF ACTUALLY CONFISCATING LAND AND INDUS¬ 
TRIES. IS THAT CORRECT? 

Yes; under Fascism, the real value of property is 
taken away through the denial to the owner of a fair 
income from it. Under Fascism, no man may dispose 
of his land or business without the government’s per¬ 
mission. As labor is denied the right to strike, so 
the manufacturer and the farmer are forced to continue 
production, even if the government has set prices so 
low as to make them operate at a loss. If the govern¬ 
ment sets wages so low that the worker cannot support 
himself and his family, he must continue to work until 
he drops in his tracks. If the government sets prices 
so low that the farmer and manufacturer operate at 
a loss, they must continue production until their sur¬ 
plus—their capital—is entirely gone. 

Fascism, then, is just a slower method of ef¬ 
fecting THE CONSCRIPTION OF THE PHYSICAL RE¬ 
SOURCES OF THE PEOPLE? 

Yes; Fascism proceeds slower than Communism in 
its confiscation of wealth. It, however, acts with all 
the ruthless and indecent haste of Communism in 
robbing the people of their intellectual liberties and 
moral spiritual values. 

Fascism, then, like communism is the deadly 

ENEMY OF THE AMERICAN ECONOMIC SYSTEM KNOWN AS 
THE “SYSTEM OF FREE ENTERPRISE,” OR “CAPITALISM”? 
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Exactly; Mussolini boasts that he has “abolished 
both capitalism and democracy.” Hitler has made 
the same statement. 

Capitalism is the system of individual liberty in the 
economic realm, as democracy is the system of individ¬ 
ual liberty in the domain of government. Both are 
guaranteed by the American Constitution; both are 
destroyed under any system of collectivism. 

But, don’t fascists sometimes pretend to be¬ 
friend THE PROPERTIED CLASSES, TO “DEFEND” THEM 
AGAINST COMMUNISM? 

Yes; that is part of their strategy for getting into 
power. The Fascists pose as “the party of the middle 
class,” as the Communists pose as “the party of the 
proletarian or propertiless class.” 

Lenin and Trotzky climbed to power on the backs 
of the laboring class. Mussolini and Hitler climbed 
to power on the backs of the so-called “middle class.” 

What did lenin and trotzky do to the working 

CLASS ONCE THEY ACHIEVED DICTATORIAL POWERS? 

They put labor in chains, making all workers the 
slaves of the state. They denied the right to strike, 
and shot without trial all workers who refused to wear 
the yoke of red regimentation. 

How DID HITLER “REPAY” THE BUSINESS MEN WHO 
FINANCED HIS NAZI MOVEMENT? 

Once he attained dictatorial powers, Hitler put all 
business under autocratic political control. He made 
business men the mere servants of the state, denying 
to them the right to manage their own property and 
the right to derive a fair profit therefrom. 
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If fascists and communists stand for substan¬ 
tially THE SAME KIND OF DICTATORIAL COLLECTIVISM, 
WHY ARE THEY SUCH BITTER RIVALS? 

Because, like hungry wolves, they are after the same 
spoil. Lusting for power to regiment their fellow-men, 
they come into headlong collision in their mad drive 
for dictatorship. 

Could we fairly say that fascism and commun¬ 
ism ARE “COMPETITORS” IN THE RACE TO SEIZE CONTROL 
OF ALL CIVILIZED GOVERNMENTS? 

Yes,—and cut-throat competitors at that! 

The struggle between the fascists and commun¬ 
ists, THEN, IS NOT A CONTEST BETWEEN DIFFERENT SYS¬ 
TEMS OF GOVERNMENT. IT IS MERELY A FIGHT BETWEEN 
TWO GROUPS OF MEN, EACH SEEKING TO SEIZE POWER 
AND IMPOSE THE SAME SYSTEM OF SLAVERY UPON THE 
PEOPLES OF THE WORLD. IS THAT THE CASE? 

Absolutely. The situation is similar to that which 
prevails in the underworld of our larger cities. Rival 
gangs of racketeers wipe each other out in blood, as 
they strive by criminal violence to seize the fruits of 
organized crime. 

Would it be accurate to say that fascism and 

COMMUNISM ARE RIVAL FORMS OF GANGSTERISM IN 
GOVERNMENT? 

In large measure, yes. Both Fascists and Commun¬ 
ists use criminal methods of violence and fraud to gain 
and to keep political power. 

Certain self-styled socialists in America are 

GAINING MANY FOLLOWERS BY SPREADING THE PROPA- 
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GANDA THAT SOCIALISM IS VASTLY DIFFERENT FROM COM¬ 
MUNISM AND FASCISM. SOME OF THEM EVEN SAY THAT 

socialism is “Christian” and “American”—a form of 
“co-operative society” in accord with principles 
OF justice and brotherhood among men. are such 

CLAIMS WELL-FOUNDED? WHAT IS THE TRUTH ABOUT 
THIS KIND OF PROPAGANDA? 

Well, in the first place, we must realize that it is 
becoming increasingly popular. Even the Communists 
are now parading as “angels of light” and “guardians 
of democracy.” Earl Browder, the Communist Party 
leader in America, says that his type of “streamlined 
Sovietism” is really just “Twentieth Century Ameri¬ 
canism.” 

The Communists could not sell us Red Terrorism 
under its own “made-in-Moscow” label, so now they 
are trying to palm it off, fraudulently, as “simon-pure 
Americanism.” 

In the average mind, Socialism does not produce 
the same revulsion as does Communism. The average 
American does not abhor and fear Socialism as he 
does Communism. Hence, shrewd propagandists say 
Socialism even if Communism is what is really meant. 

Even communist Russia calls herself a socialist 

NATION, OFFICIALLY, DOES SHE NOT? 

Yes, the full name of the Soviet Union is the Union 
of Socialist Soviet Republics. In the new Soviet Con¬ 
stitution, Stalin proclaims the Soviet Union to be “the 
land of victorious Socialism.” He hails the Soviet 
nation as a “Socialist society.” 
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Who rules soviet Russia today? 

The Communist Party, of which Joseph Stalin is 
the head. 

Then the dictatorship of the communist party 

SPELLS SOCIALISM? 

Well, yes. The fact of the matter is that since the 
time of Karl Marx, Socialism and Communism have 
been used interchangeably. Marxian Socialism is 
Communism. 

What is so-called “scientific socialism”? 

So-called “scientific” Socialism is another name for 
Marxian Socialism, or Communism. 

Do AMERICAN SOCIALISTS REALLY MEAN COMMUNISM 
-OR EVEN BOLSHEVISM-WHEN THEY SPEAK OF SO¬ 
CIALISM? 

In some cases, yes. For instance, Morris Hillquit, 
who was General Secretary of the American Socialist 
Party until his recent death, declared in his book. 
From Marx to Lenin: “The Russian (Bolshevik) Revo¬ 
lution is beyond doubt the greatest event in the history 
of Socialism.” He repeatedly refers to Soviet Com¬ 
munism as “the practical realization of the Socialist 
program,” “the practical demonstration of Socialism at 
work.” 

WlIAT HAVE OTHER AUTHORITIES SAID REGARDING THE 

RELATIONSHIP-OR EVEN IDENTITY-OF SOCIALISM AND 

COMMUNISM? 

Lenin: ‘That which is generally called Socialism 
is termed by Marx the first or lower phase of Com¬ 
munist society” (The State and Revolution). 
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Bukharin and Preobrazhensky, in their official Soviet 
publication. The A-B-C of Communism: “Socialism is 
Communism in the course of construction; it is in¬ 
complete Communism.” 

“Communism is merely an interchangeable term with 
Socialism. The manifesto of Marx and Engels, of 
over seventy years ago, although it is written in terms 
of Communism, is the basis of the Socialism of today” 
(Rome G. Brown, quoted in Senate Document No. 260, 
66th Congress, Second Session). 

Report of the Joint Legislative Committee Investi¬ 
gating Seditious Activities, State of New York: “A study 
of their platforms and official pronouncements (Social¬ 
ist and Communist) shows that they do not differ funda¬ 
mentally in their objectives. These objectives are: the 
establishment of the cooperative commonwealth in place 
of the present form of government in the United States, 
the overthrow of what they are pleased to call the capi¬ 
talist system, namely, the present system under which 
we live, and the substitution in its place of collective 
ownership, and the management of means of the pro¬ 
duction and distribution by the working class.” 

The communist international has succeeded in 

BRINGING ABOUT A “UNITED FRONT”-A MERGER OF 

COMMUNISTS, SOCIALISTS, AND OTHER RADICALS-IN SOME 

OF THE NATIONS OF EUROPE. HAS HEADWAY BEEN MADE 
IN THAT DIRECTION IN THIS COUNTRY? 

Yes. Inside observers say that the principal obstacle 
to a complete Socialist-Communist tie-up in America 
is the personal jealousies, rivalries, and ambitions of 
the radical leaders. Nevertheless, already Socialists 
and Communists are working shoulder to shoulder in 
many radical groups. 
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Has there not already been cemented a socialist- 

communist UNION IN RADICAL YOUTH CIRCLES? 

Yes, the American Student Union was the result of 
a merger between the Socialist League for Industrial 
Democracy and the Communist National Student League. 

Do COMMUNISTS OR SOCIALISTS CONTROL THE AMERI¬ 
CAN STUDENT UNION TODAY? 

According to A1 Hamilton, secretary of the Young 
People’s Socialist League, Communism is in complete 
command of the A. S. U. Writing in the Socialist 
Call , Hamilton declared that the aftermath of the last 
A. S. U. convention was the “election of a national 
executive committee, to all intents and purposes under 
the control of the Young Communist League. They 
elected fourteen known Communists and a number of 
followers of the Party Line to a national executive 
committee of thirty. The administrative committee 
which makes decisions between meetings of the N. E. C. 
is made up of six Communists, one Socialist, and one 
independent.” 

Is NOT THE SOCIALIST LEAGUE FOR INDUSTRIAL DE¬ 
MOCRACY, WHICH IS NOW SWALLOWED UP IN THE COM¬ 
MUNIST-CONTROLLED A. S. U., THE ORGANIZATION WHICH 
ORIGINALLY WAS KNOWN AS THE INTERCOLLEGIATE SO¬ 
CIALIST SOCIETY? 

Yes. 

Is IT NOT TRUE THAT MANY OF THE SO-CALLED LEAD¬ 
ERS OF “CHRISTIAN SOCIALISM” WERE ACTIVE IN THE 
LEAGUE FOR INDUSTRIAL DEMOCRACY? 

Yes. They were not only active themselves, but they 
steered whole bodies of Christian young people into 
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the Socialist society, telling them that Collectivism is 
in accord with the “social gospel” of Christianity. 

What have these self-styled Christian social¬ 
ists ALWAYS SAID ABOUT ATHEIST COMMUNISM? 

They have always said that they were against it, 
that they did not approve of atheism, that they sought 
to gain Socialism under different leadership. 

But it now appears that the league for in¬ 
dustrial DEMOCRACY-WHICH ALWAYS CLAIMED TO BE 

THE ORGANIZATION OF CHRISTIAN SOCIALISTS-IS NOW 

CONTROLLED BY “FOLLOWERS OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY 
LINE,” WHO ARE SELF-CONFESSED ATHEISTS, SWORN TO 
UPHOLD AND DEFEND THE SOVIET ATTACK ON CHRIS- 
TL4NITY. HAVE THE SELF-STYLED “CHRISTIAN” SOCIAL¬ 
ISTS REFUSED TO GO UNDER THE YOKE OF COMMUNIST 
CONTROL? HAVE THE ADULT LEADERS OF THE “SOCIAL¬ 
IST GOSPEL” MOVEMENT ADVISED CHRISTIAN YOUTH TO 
REFUSE TO SUBMIT TO SOVIET LEADERSHIP? IS IT TRUE 
THAT THE “CHRISTIAN” SOCIALIST LEADERS ARE CON¬ 
TINUING TO STEER CHRISTIAN YOUTH INTO THE A. S. U., 
EVEN THOUGH IT IS DOMINATED BY ATHEIST COMMUN¬ 
ISTS? 

The facts seem to be that so-called Christian Social¬ 
ists are willingly functioning as tails of the Communist 
kite, as camp followers of the Red “United Front.” 
They seem willing, even eager in some cases, to join 
in a Socialist-Communist merger that puts them under 
atheist-Communist control. 

Does this mean that the “Christian” socialists 

HAVE GONE OVER TO THE ATHEIST CAMP? DOES IT MEAN 
THAT THEIR FIRST ALLEGIANCE IS TO SOCIALISM, AND 
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NOT TO CHRISTIANITY? DOES IT MEAN THAT THEY ARE 
WILLING TO SACRIFICE THE CAUSE OF CHRIST IN ORDER 
THAT SOCIALISM MAY BE ADVANCED? 

Regrettably, that seems to be the case. They are 
so anxious, it would appear, to advance the Socialist 
movement that they march in the Red parade, be¬ 
hind the leadership of the organized forces of anti- 
Christianity, of atheism, of Soviet Communism. 

The great teacher said that no man can serve 

TWO MASTERS. IS IT NOT PLAIN THAT NO MAN CAN CON¬ 
SISTENTLY BE A CHRISTIAN AND A SOCIALIST AT THE 
SAME TIME? 

Yes; this fact has been plain, down through the 
ages, to both the leaders of Socialism and the leaders 
of Christianity. 

Belfort Bax, the English Socialist leader, said, “The 
association of Socialism with any form of Christianism 
is a mystery.” Throughout Europe, the left-wing So¬ 
cialist groups have always maintained, “No good So¬ 
cialist can be a Christian.” 

How HAVE THEY ENFORCED THIS PRINCIPLE? 

By expelling from their ranks, from the “Party,” 
all of their members who evinced any inclination to 
become active in the church or to champion Christian 
standards. 

What did the organized socialists in the state 

OF MICHIGAN DECLARE OFFICIALLY IN 1919? 

They went on record as maintaining, “A Socialist 
who understands the materialistic conception of history 
cannot have faith in superstition of any kind. In other 
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words, a religious or Christian Socialist is a contra¬ 
diction of terms and the statement that religion is a 
private matter is a lie” (Lusk Report, vol. 1, page 
1128). 

Since socialism is contradictory to Christianity, 

NO MAN CAN CONSISTENTLY BE BOTH CHRISTIAN AND 
SOCIALIST? 

The self-styled Christian Socialist, obviously, is 
either inconsistent in his thinking, ignorant of the anti- 
Christian nature of Socialism, or he is hypocritical. 

What did the 1912 convention of the American 

SOCIALIST PARTY OFFICIALLY DECLARE REGARDING THE 
ANTI-RELIGIOUS CHARACTER OF SOCIALISM? 

“The ethics of Socialism and religion are directly 
opposed to each other” ( Proceedings , page 248). 

What did ferri, the Italian socialist leader, say 

ABOUT SOCIALISM AND RELIGION? 

“Socialism tends to substitute itself for religion” 
(Socialism and Positive Religion). 

What did liebknecht, the celebrated leader 

OF THE GERMAN SOCIALISTS, SAY ON THIS SUBJECT? 

“It is our duty as Socialists to root out the faith in 
God with all our might. Nor is anyone worthy of 
the name who does not consecrate himself to the spread 
of atheism.” 

What did august bebel, another great german 

SOCIALIST LEADER, DECLARE? 
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“Christianity and Socialism stand toward each other 
as fire and water. ... I am firmly convinced that So¬ 
cialism leads to atheism.” 

What is the position of the party of inter¬ 
national COMMUNISM ON THIS SUBJECT, AS SET FORTH 
IN THE “A-B-C OF COMMUNISM”? 

“Many weak-kneed Communists reason as follows: 
‘Religion does not prevent my being a Communist. I 
believe both in God and in Communism. My faith in 
God does not hinder me from fighting for the cause 
of the proletarian revolution.’ This train of thought is 
radically false. Religion and Communism are incom¬ 
patible, theoretically and practically. ... In practice, 
no less than in theory, Communism is incompatible 
with religious faith.” 

What is the historical fact of the matter? 

The noted English scholar. Prof. F. J. C. Hearnshaw, 
demonstrates in his Survey of Socialism : “All the great 
Socialist and Communist leaders have been, and are, 
definitely anti-Christian and anti-religious.” 

What is the attitude of fascism toward re¬ 
ligion? 

Fascism regiments and censors the churches, while 
Communism closes them completely. The Nazis seek 
to make the church of Christ the slave of the state, 
a propaganda agency of the state, just as they make 
all citizens slaves of the state. 

Why is collectivism, in any form, the deadly 

ENEMY OF RELIGION? 
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Because Collectivism seeks to absorb all rights and 
all powers find all authority within the state. Under 
any Collectivist system, the power, right, and authority 
of Almighty God are denied or ignored. The God of 
the heavens, no more than the soul of the individual, 
may possess rights and claims upon mankind that the 
state will respect. 

Under Collectivism, man must live for this life 
alone. He must live for the state alone. He may not 
live for the life hereafter or for his Creator. 

The Collectivist state will not — and cannot by its 
very nature—admit that there are “things belonging 
to God,” or rights belonging to the human spirit that 
lie outside itself and its power to control. 

Why must collectivism, in any form, remain the 

ETERNAL ENEMY OF AMERICANISM? 

Because the American form of government recog¬ 
nizes God, the Creator, while all forms of collectivism 
deny or ignore Him. 

In what great document of Americanism is our 

CREATOR RECOGNIZED AS THE SOURCE OF ALL AUTHORITY, 
OF THE GOD-GIVEN RIGHTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL? 

In the Declaration of Independence, which the Su¬ 
preme Court has said is upheld and enforced by the 
Constitution. 

Precisely, what does the declaration of inde¬ 
pendence DECLARE? 

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all 
men are created equal, that they are endowed by their 
Creator with certain inalienable rights, that among 
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these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 
That to secure these rights, governments are instituted 
among men, deriving their just powers from the con¬ 
sent of the governed.” 

The individual, then, receives his rights and 

LIBERTIES AS THE GIFT OF GOD? 

Yes, and the government may not take them from 
him. The authority of God is, in reality, then the ulti¬ 
mate and highest law of the land. Individual rights, 
derived from the Supreme Being, are superior to any 
power of government. 

Where does the government get its rights 

UNDER AMERICANISM? 

The powers of government are delegated to it by 
the people. Government exists to “secure” and up¬ 
hold the rights of the individual. The government, 
then, is the servant of the citizen; it exists to protect 
his liberties. 

The noted Constitutional lawyer, Charles Hall Davis, 
has forcefully pointed out: “The United States asserts 
the inalienable sovereignty of man over government. 
Socialism asserts the indefeasible sovereignty of govern¬ 
ment over man. The United States stands for the su¬ 
preme rights of the individual—Socialism stands for 
the supremacy and sovereignty of a so-called com¬ 
munity will (but really a class will) in all respects. 
The United States stands for Theism, for a belief in, 
a recognition of, and a dependence upon Almighty 
God. . . . The Socialist school of thought stands for 
atheism.” 

Americanism “asserts the superiority and sovereignty 
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of human beings over government and bases this as¬ 
sertion on the fact that the rights of human beings are 
an endowment from the Creator of the universe, while 
the powers of government are simply a delegation from 
those human beings, which they have a right to alter 
or revoke at any time.” 

What is the philosophical foundation of all 

FORMS OF COLLECTIVISM? 

The materialistic atheism of Karl Marx. 

Who is recognized as the “author” of the sys¬ 
tem OF AMERICAN LIBERTY UNDER CONSTITUTIONAL 
LAW? 

Almighty God Himself is recognized as the “Author 
of Liberty” under the American system. Our whole 
theory and form of government are an application of 
the principles of right and justice revealed in His 
Word. (See The Biblical Basis of the Constitution by 
Dan Gilbert.) 

What is the duty of the Christian as a citizen 

OF OUR COUNTRY? 

To uphold Americanism and combat all subversive 
isms to the fullest extent of his energies and abilities. 

Our forefathers established the authority of God and 
the supremacy of God-given rights and liberties when 
they rallied behind the slogan, “Resistance to tyrants 
is obedience to God.” 

It was true then—it is truer now: obedience to God, 
respect and appreciation for the rights He has given 
us, requires that we resist with all our might the tyran¬ 
nical collectivism creeping over our land, seeking to 
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stifle the “things of the Spirit,” the divinely bestowed 
liberties of the individual. The modern collectivist 
state is the most brutal and ruthless form of tyranny 
ever brought forth on the face of the earth. We should 
resist it with the most fervent and far-reaching cru¬ 
sade for Christian Americanism that has ever swept 
this nation. 



Chapter II 

» 


A DRIVE FOR BIRTH CONTROL* 


Communists have long been “crusaders” for birth 
control. They have agitated for the repeal of laws 
against the spreading of instruction in conception con¬ 
trol; they have also advocated the legalization of abor¬ 
tion. In those parts of Spain they control, the red 
“loyalist” leaders have opened birth control clinics 
and abortion stations. Following the Bolshevik revolu¬ 
tion in Russia, birth control instruction was dissemin¬ 
ated to children in the schools and abortion was made 
free and legal to all Russian women. Abortions were 
performed on girls in their teens; the red government 
encouraged and sanctioned this kind of monstrous 
crime against youth. 

During recent years the militaristic dreams and aims 
of the Soviets have risen and intensified. The Soviet 
Union has built up the greatest war machine in the 
world. But if the reds are to realize their goal of 
conquering “capitalist” nations and establishing world¬ 
wide Soviet dictatorship, they must have “cannon 
fodder”—lots of it! They must have millions upon 
millions of Russian youths to go out and die fighting 

* Reprinted from the National Republic 
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for the red flag. A year or two ago it finally dawned 
on the red dictators that legalized birth control and 
abortion were cutting down the birth rate. A low birth 
rate means less “cannon fodder”—and this means a 
weakening of the Soviet war machine. Hence, for 
the time being at least, until they are convinced they 
have enough young people to “defend” and extend the 
Soviet fatherland, the Bolshevist leaders have outlawed 
abortion and soft-pedaled the instruction of youth in 
birth control. 

The Soviets still favor birth control and abortion 
for ' “capitalistic” nations, however. Since starting in 
Russia their campaign to discourage family limitation, 
the reds have intensified their drive in other nations 
to encourage the widest and fullest practice of birth 
control and abortion. Russia wishes to increase her 
own population, while she effects the decrease of the 
population of other nations. The Soviet Union wishes 
to disarm “capitalist” nations, while she superarms 
herself. She wishes to build up her own war machine, 
while in other nations she spreads “pacifist” propa¬ 
ganda intended to tear down even the most elemental 
of national defenses. 

The Soviets encourage the “bootlegging” of birth 
control and abortion, especially among our youth, for 
another purpose besides that of trying to cause us to 
commit race suicide and, as a result, make our na¬ 
tion powerless to defend herself. The Soviets are 
determined to corrupt our youth and tear down moral 
standards. The spreading of birth control information 
encourages immorality. Communist crusaders for free 
love tell young people that “science has made sin safe.” 
A knowledge of birth control enables young people 
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to commit immorality and “get away with it.” To 
encourage immorality among the young, the reds seek 
to make birth control information readily accessible. 

In view of the reds’ participation in the “crusade” 
for birth control, in view of the subversive purposes 
they are subserving in advancing the “drive” for birth 
control, it may seem rather strange that the Federal 
Council of Churches of Christ in America should put 
herself on record in favor of a practice which is both 
immoral and anti-social, which leads to and encour¬ 
ages the debauchery of youth, the lowering of moral 
standards, and the subversion of society itself. The 
Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America, 
through its Committee on Marriage and the Home, 
has issued a report which states: “Birth control is near¬ 
ing the status of a recognized procedure in preventive 
and curative medicine. Knowledge of contraceptives 
is also widely disseminated, and the question of their 
use has become one of great social importance. The 
public, therefore, has a right to expect guidance from 
the church on the moral aspects. ... A majority of 
the committee holds that the careful and restrained 
use of contraceptives by married people is valid and 
moral. . . . They are of the opinion that abstinence 
within marriage, except for the few, cannot be relied 
upon to meet these problems, and under ordinary con¬ 
ditions is not desirable in itself.” 

The Federal Council also instituted a Conference on 
Preparation for Marriage and Home-making. Under 
the auspices of this group, a pamphlet was issued on 
the subject Young People’s Relationships. This pam¬ 
phlet quotes at length from the report favoring birth 
control brought in by the Federal Council’s Committee 
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on Marriage and the Home. In a footnote it is stated: 
“This report, of course, contemplates only the use of 
contraceptives by married people; the facts stated , how¬ 
ever , are of universal interest and apply with still more 
significance to sexual intercourse outside of marriage!” 

What does that statement mean? The “facts” re¬ 
garding birth control stated by the Committee “apply 
with still more significance to sexual intercourse out¬ 
side of marriage.” The Committee states that birth 
control within marriage is “valid and moral.” Does 
this “fact” apply with “still more significance to sexual 
intercourse outside of marriage”? The Committee ad¬ 
duces alleged “facts” and arguments in favor of birth 
control among married persons. Do these contentions 
“apply” to the use of birth control by the unmarried? 
The Committee says, “There is general agreement that 
sex union between husbands and wives as an expres¬ 
sion of mutual affection, without relation to pro¬ 
creation, is right.” Does that statement “apply with 
still more significance” to sex union between unmarried 
persons? 

This booklet, Young People’s Relationships , is sup¬ 
posed to be a “manual for leaders” of Christian young 
people. The foreword states, “It is recommended that 
boys and girls be taught in separate groups, each under 
a competent leader of their own sex. ... It is believed 
that, for this age particularly, separation of the sexes 
will make for candor and frankness of expression, al¬ 
though some leaders report good results in mixed 
groups.” Christian girls and boys are supposed to dis¬ 
cuss and offer an “opinion” on such propositions as 
these: “Drinking brightens up the conversation. Modern 
dances stimulate sex consciousness and make self* 
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control difficult. . . . The sex impulse is natural and 
instinctive; therefore it cannot be wrong to yield to it. 
. . . Sex relations mean more to men than to women. 
. . . Petting is a harmless form of amusement and helps 
young people to get acquainted.” 

This pamphlet, issued by a committee instituted by 
the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America, 
contains material too vile to be reprinted here. Yet, 
in the name of Christianity and of Christian training, 
this filth is imposed upon boys and girls! A more 
vicious betrayal of the cause of Christ, a more fiendish 
debauchery of youth, can scarcely be conceived. Well 
has General Fries said, “Had this pamphlet come out 
of Russia direct, as one of their means of breaking 
down all morality, the family, and the home, as the 
final step toward communism, we would have felt it 
well qualified to carry out the intent of its authors.” 

General Fries declared further, “Anyone reading the 
whole pamphlet cannot fail to get the idea that when 
all is said and done sexual intercourse is a personal 
matter and if two want to indulge therein it is nobody 
else’s business.” The idea that society should not con¬ 
cern itself with the sex activity of the individual; the 
idea that there should be no public standards of de¬ 
cency, no conventional standards of morality; the idea 
that one’s sex life is “his own business”—this has al¬ 
ways been a pet doctrine of socialists and communists. 
In his Woman and Socialism , the radical leader, Au¬ 
gust Bebel, states the socialist-communist position: 
“Man shall dispose of his own person, provided that 
the gratification of the impulses is not harmful or 
detrimental to others. The satisfaction of the sexual 
impulse is as much the private concern of such an indi- 
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vidual as the satisfaction of any other natural impulse. 
No one is accountable to anyone else, and no third per¬ 
son has a right to interfere. What I eat and drink, 
how I sleep and dress, is my own private affair, and 
my private affair also is my intercourse with a person 
of the opposite sex.” 

Sex anarchy shall prevail! Every individual is a 
law unto himself. No one shall be bound down by 
moral laws or social conventions. The individual de¬ 
cides for himself the kind of “sex life” he will lead 
—and society has no right to interfere! 

Apparently, the authors of this pamphlet on Young 
People's Relationships do not take the position that 
Christian young people should be bound and guided 
by the principles of purity laid down in the Bible. 
The Scriptures teach that the body is the “temple of 
the Holy Spirit.” A Christian is bound not to defile 
his body in any way. Christ taught that even to think 
of immorality is to defile oneself. Yet this pamphlet 
contains material which is itself defiling; it turns the 
thoughts of youth to immoral indulgences. And it 
suggests that each boy or girl is a law unto himself; 
each youth is to decide for himself the question of 
indulging in “petting,” for instance. 

This pamphlet quotes from the Y.M.C.A. publication, 
The Sex Life of Youth y as follows: “The question of 
petting cannot be answered in any dogmatic way, nor 
in any fashion which will be applicable to all cases. 
Some of the following questions may help the thought¬ 
ful and morally earnest young person to determine 
on the proper course for himself. 

“(1) How far is the petting a matter of sheer 
sensual gratification, without any particular respect for 
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the person concerned, and how far is it a natural ex¬ 
pression of an understanding which has grown up in 
the realm of the spirit, and which has become some¬ 
thing rarely beautiful and respected? 

*‘(2) What sort of a taste is left in the mind as 
one looks back upon the experience? 

“(3) Is the relationship honestly shared by both? 

“(4) Is the petting so light or temporary that it 
could hardly result in the fixing of a habit, or is it 
intense and prolonged and oft-repeated? 

“(5) Is the petting likely to lead to a loss of ra¬ 
tional controls and to an indulgence in sex intercourse 
which one or both will later regret? 

“(6) What is the social status of the person who 
pets, or who refuses to pet? 

“(7) What other type of enjoyment is petting pre¬ 
venting?” 

Now the plain implication is that if the young per¬ 
son decides that petting is “beautiful” rather than 
“sensuous,” that it doesn’t “leave a bad taste in his 
mind,” that it is “honestly shared” by his petting part¬ 
ner, that it isn’t “habit-forming,” that it is not “pre¬ 
venting” some “other type of enjoyment”—then the 
youth is free to go ahead and indulge. In other words, 
the young person is encouraged to set up a selfish per¬ 
sonal standard of morality or immorality. His own 
judgment, and that of his partner in petting, are to 
be his guides. He is to weigh carefully the “benefits” 
of petting. He is to “test” his reactions. If his re¬ 
actions are “favorable,” then presumably he is to go 
ahead. It is hard to draw any other reasonable and 
accurate conclusion from the instruction contained in 
this pamphlet. 
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Let us go back and consider question five: “Is the 
petting likely to lead to a loss of rational controls 
and to an indulgence in sex intercourse which one or 
both will later regret?” Apparently, petting which 
leads to “indulgence in sex intercourse” is all right, 
provided it is not “later regretted.” One is to con¬ 
sider the question of petting and immorality, not from 
the standpoint of moral conscience, but from that of 
after-effects. The question is not whether it is right 
or wrong, but whether or not there is “later regret” 
or a “bad taste” left in the mind. 

The pamphlet quotes from another “report” in 
which it is stated, “Youth has an alternative to pros¬ 
titution in indulgence in sex relations with friends. 
This may seem to be on a somewhat higher level than 
prostitution in that it may embrace a degree of passing 
affection and a certain regard for personality. . . . 

“Youth has another possible form of sex satisfac¬ 
tion, namely, indulgence with one friend. This ex¬ 
cludes promiscuity and it may become the intimate 
expression of love. On this level youth today chal¬ 
lenges our conventions. They ask, if sex relations in 
marriage serve to enrich and vivify love and compan¬ 
ionship, and serve the well-being of the mates, why 
not as an expression of love outside of marriage? 
What’s the difference?” 

The more thoroughly one reads this pamphlet the 
more he is impelled to the conclusion that it repu¬ 
diates the Christian principle that the Biblical code 
of morality is binding on the individual, whether he 
“agrees” with it or not. The whole tendency of the 
booklet is to destroy the authority of God-ordained 
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morality and to let each boy and girl decide for him¬ 
self or herself the kind of “sex life” desired. 

The perniciousness of this pamphlet is attested by 
the fact that following its publication, Christian leaders 
and periodicals not under the influence of the radical 
element of the Federal Council immediately denounced 
it. As a result, the Federal Council’s sponsorship of 
the booklet was deleted from the tide page of the 
second edition. However, the pamphlet still bears the 
name of Benjamin S. Winchester, secretary of the 
Federal Council and contributing editor of the official 
Federal Council Bulletin. Mr. Winchester, along with 
other Federal Council leaders, participated in the 
“Conference,” instituted by the Council, which pro¬ 
duced this “manual” for Christian youth leaders. The 
manual recommends itself for use at “Denominational 
Summer Conferences, Young People’s Societies and 
Study Groups in Churches, in Hi-Y Clubs and Girl 
Reserves.” The second edition of the manual is 
published by the Pilgrim Press, publishing organ of 
the Congregational Church. It is today being sold 
and circulated by miscalled “religious” bookstores; 
it may be purchased direct from the publishers, also. 

Dr. Leland Foster Wood, secretary of the Committee 
on Marriage and the Home of the Federal Council, 
has published another book entitled Foundations of 
Happiness in Marriage, intended for newly-weds. Pre¬ 
sumably Christian ministers are to give (or sell) copies 
of this book to couples they marry. The book is slimy 
with such gross and sordid emphasis on the physical 
side of marriage as to appall, if not nauseate, any 
chaste and pure-minded bride. It seems quite plain 
that the author believes that “happiness in marriage” 
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must be founded on an absorption in sex which amounts 
to pagan or epicurean sensuality. The importance of 
learning “techniques” of sexual activity is redundantly 
stressed. There are hints and suggestions of forms 
of sensual indulgence which would be classified as 
bordering on sexual perversion according to the canons 
of Biblical purity and Christian decency. It is an 
insult to young people reared in the moral purity of 
their Christian parents, to “instruct” them that “hap¬ 
piness in marriage” is founded primarily and essen¬ 
tially on a sensual basis. 

In its centuries of conflict with paganism, Christianity 
inculcated the ideal of purity and continence within, 
as well as without, marriage. Christian teaching has 
always been that the demands of the “flesh” should 
be checked, in order that human beings may grow 
spiritually. The glorification of the flesh and of the 
sensual side of life is a main point of neo-paganism, 
as propagated by the organized forces of atheism, 
materialism, and communism. It is a betrayal of the 
cause of Christianity in the modern world that self- 
styled “leaders” of miscalled “Christian” groups 
should advance the work of anti-Christians. 



Chapter III 


MODERN “SATAN WORSHIP”* 


One of the most disturbing and significant phases 
of the present social situation is to be found in the 
modem wave of “Satan Worship.” 

Although the hideous practices and indulgences of 
these diabolical cultists are usually carried on under 
cover, and in great secrecy, they are coming to be 
recognized increasingly as direct threats to the moral 
foundations of civilized society. 

I recently talked with a man active in the law en¬ 
forcement agencies of a large Western city. He told 
me, with much concern, of the problem confronting the 
police in the form of organized cults of “Lucifer Wor¬ 
shipers.” From the standpoint of the police, the 
sacrilege and blasphemy involved in the rituals of these 
cults is not a matter of official cognizance. It is the 
gross and wholesale orgiastic immorality committed 
in connection with the worship of Satan that primarily 
concerns officers sworn to enforce the laws of civilized 
society. 

Demonism Revived 

The cults of Satan worshipers include many men 
and women of education, wealth, and social position. 


* Reprinted from The Defender 
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The task of the police in tracking down and prosecut¬ 
ing those who, today, practice the immoralities and 
vices of Sodom and Gomorrah as a part of the sacri¬ 
legious rites of Lucifer worship is made doubly hard 
by their money, political power, and social prestige. 

My informant told me that cults of Satanism flourish 
in numerous cities. Law enforcement agencies in many 
parts of the nation are exercised over these deep- 
seated sources of pollution of the moral and social 
life of America. 

To convey some understanding of the nature and 
extent of Satan worship in our nation, my friend showed 
me a most arresting expose contained in a recent num¬ 
ber of Real Detective Magazine. This periodical, with 
a nation-wide circulation, is devoted to actual crime 
cases and problems of the police. 

However, portions of the expose of the cults of 
Satanism are of interest to Christians for the light they 
shed upon the approach of Antichrist. The rise of 
Lucifer worship , the modern emergence of the con¬ 
ditions of unutterable corruption characteristic of Sodom 
and Gomorrah, the return of the evil state of affairs 
prevailing during the “days of Noah”—all these are 
infallible indications of the times in which we live. 

The article, involving an extended discussion of 
Satanism, is written by Jane Franklin, and deals 
largely with the Satanic cult as it flourishes in New 
York City. To quote directly: ‘These New York 
Satanists, as they call themselves, are of mature age. 
They flourish right in the heart of the biggest, the 
wealthiest, and supposedly, the most cultured surround¬ 
ings on earth, practicing their weird rites and seeking 
their revolting thrills in the age-old worship of the 
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Evil One, almost within the shadows of New York’s 
most beautiful and inspiring churches. . . 

According to Miss Franklin, salient facts regarding 
rampant Satanism were revealed, before her tragic 
death, by Alma Rubens, a film actress who became a 
victim of the narcotic habit. Miss Franklin adduces 
direct quotations from the notes of Miss Rubens, re¬ 
vealing the depths of degradation which she had dis¬ 
covered in the great metropolis. 

Sophisticated Degenerates 

The article reveals, “Devil worship, with its unholy 
rites of shame, has been followed for years in greatest 
secrecy by a thrill-jaded coterie of New York’s ultra 
sophisticates! . . . And yet, New York is not alone in 
the current cult plague. Not only Satan worship, but 
other equally demoralizing teachings have become not 
only nation-wide, but world-wide.” 

Instances are given of sacrilegious and immoral cults 
involving high school and college students! One such 
cult of diabolism and immorality “membered by high 
school pupils of fifteen and younger, was exposed by 
Nassau County authorities.” The scene of the cult’s 
operations was “staid old Mineola, Long Island.” De¬ 
tails are given of a similar cult flourishing in Tulsa, 
Oklahoma, among high school and college students. 

The circumstances of the well organized Satanic 
cult in New York City are most significant: “Their 
shrine is a penthouse in a sedate and expensive apart¬ 
ment house, whose correctly-attired doorman has no 
idea that the beautifully gowned women and the hand¬ 
somely dressed men he assists from their limousines 
two or three evenings a week, rise to the tall roof in 
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the elevator, and convert themselves into semi-savages, 
discarding all that civilization has given them and 
abandoning themselves to an orgiastic ritual in worship 
of the Cloven-hoofed One! 

‘The High Priestess of the cult, a wealthy divorcee, 
who has traveled extensively in the Orient, is a woman 
to whom few doors in New York would be closed, 
should she choose to enter. She and her known dis¬ 
ciples, mostly from the celebrated ‘400,’ have sworn 
themselves to secrecy regarding the passionate cere¬ 
monies they perform in honor of their ‘Master.’ ” 

Modern Blasphemy 

Before an altar raised to Satan , the High Priestess 
leads her disciples in reciting the allegiance: “Satan 
is our Master , He is our Lord; and we arc His Dis¬ 
ciples.” 

According to Miss Franklin, the Satanic commitment 
continues: “0 Satan, our Master, our Lord, we, Thy 
Disciples, worship Thee. We pledge ourselves to the 
performance of every evil Thou hast ever conceived, 
promising to shun every act that might be construed 
as good. We will follow faithfully thy thirteen com¬ 
mandments, and will carry out each instruction con¬ 
tained in the seven books of deadly sins. This, we 
promise, 0 Satan, our Master, our Lord!” 

In conducting her votaries through a blasphemous 
burlesque of the Lord’s Supper, the High Priestess 
of Satanism appeals to Lucifer: “0 Satan, 0 Devil, 
our Master, our Lord, these wafers have been made 
unholy to Thine enemies. We will bring them to Thee, 
and make them the pledge of our love for Thee, and 
our faithfulness to Thy evil.” 
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It is unnecessary to describe further the sacrilege 
of the cult of Satanism, let alone the bestial indulgences 
performed in accordance with the “will of His Satanic 
Majesty.” 

This article describes another Satanic cult, involving 
Black Mass rituals, directed by a leader who “proudly 
refers to himself as the High Priest of Evil, and signs 
his letters, ‘The Worst Man in the World.’ ” In a 
book, which this leader contends “Satan dictated to 
him in the shadows of the pyramids in Egypt,” he 
lays down the basic immoral principle of Satanism: 
“Do what thou wilt shall be the whole of the law.” 

Nietzsche Again 

“Do what thou wilt” is, essentially, the core of the 
practice of Satanism; but this diabolical counsel did 
not originate with this modern leader. It is the main 
theme of the philosophy of Friedrich Nietzsche! This 
philosophy is taught widely in American schools and 
colleges; hence, we begin to understand why cults of 
Satanism flourish among youths, as well as mature 
men and women of education and social background. 

Nietzsche’s philosophy, as I have shown in Crucifying 
Christ in Our Colleges, contains this Satanic counsel: 
“Make thy law the desire of thy flesh. ... Be wicked— 
that is true goodness. . . . Make thy virtue thy inclina¬ 
tion. . . . Set up thy will as a law over thee.” 

Nietzsche proudly professed himself to be the Anti¬ 
christ, the Public Enemy No. 1 of Christianity. Writing 
on the Superman , he said: “I shall write upon all 
walls an undying denunciation of Christianity where- 
ever there are walls. It is the one great curse, the one 
intrinsic depravity, the one black impulse of resent- 
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ment for which no subterfuge is too vile or too mean.” 

The teaching of the philosophy of Nietzsche in cer¬ 
tain of our leading educational institutions is causing 
many young people to worship and serve Satan rather 
than Christ. Two brilliant university students, Leopold 
and Loeb, committed the most fiendish crime of their 
generation. In defending them, Clarence Darrow, the 
agnostic criminal lawyer, admitted that their Satanic 
crime was the result of the philosophy taught them 
at the university. 

Pleaded Mr. Darrow, “Your honor, if these boys are 
guilty, where did they get the philosophy which in their 
minds seems to justify their crime? Your honor, it 
does not meet with my ideas of justice to hang a 
nineteen-year-old boy for a philosophy of life which 
has been taught for the last twenty-five years in prac¬ 
tically all the great Universities of this land 

The raging plague of vice and bestiality, as well 
as our youthful crime wave, must be substantially at¬ 
tributed to the teaching of the philosophy of Satanism, 
of diabolism and immoralism, in some of our most in¬ 
fluential educational institutions. 

The Remedy 

Bismarck said, “What you wish in the life of a 
nation, first put in the schools of that nation.” 

And it is a certainty that we shall have in the life 
of our nation exactly what is put in our schools. The 
police are finding a scourge of Satanism, of vice and 
immorality, plaguing the life of our people, because 
an indifferent populace has permitted subversive pro¬ 
pagandists to spread intellectual and spiritual poison 
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through our principal mind-molding and character- 
creating institutions. 

It is a patriotic duty to uphold and aid the law en¬ 
forcement agencies of our nation. There is currently 
much discussion of ways and means of combating 
crime. In the last analysis, crime—like any other 
evil—must be attacked at its root, which is a human 
heart turned away from God, filled with sinful lusts 
and wickedness. 

Christians in every community in the nation can 
best help to stem the crime wave by seeing to it that 
faith-stealers are not permitted to prey upon youth, 
spreading their Satanic soul-poisons, turning youthful 
hearts from God, filling immature minds with the virus 
of mental and moral leprosy. 



Chapter IV 


MODERNIST ATHEISM* 


Public opinion, unfortunately, can do little about 
the man who says in his heart, “There is no God”; 
but it is quick and sure in its censure and condemna¬ 
tion of him who denies God out loud. The avowed 
atheist today is categorized in the public mind as a 
fake, a fool, or a rogue; and unless a man wishes to 
have his sincerity, his intelligence, or his integrity 
called in question, and rightfully so, he does not go 
about denying the existence of God. It is no longer 
popular or in good taste or a mark of super-intellectu¬ 
ality to disavow God; and in the modern world there 
are few avowed atheists outside the ranks of the cranks, 
the communists, and the sensation-seekers. When a 
man high in the life and esteem of the American people 
ventures to challenge the existence of God, he is, like 
Sinclair Lewis, usually pretty sure in advance that 
the public will not take him seriously. Gone irrevoc¬ 
ably is the time when celebrated scientists and acclaimed 
thinkers and philosophers somberly and seriously an¬ 
nounced that there is no God. Today, even Bertrand 
Russell is careful to make no direct and flat denial 
of Him; indeed, he takes great pains to cushion and 

* Reprinted from the Catholic World 

44 



Modernist Atheism 


45 


confuse the condemnation of public opinion by the 
subtle expedient of always denying God by indirection, 
by “scientific” pronouncements and mystical and mys¬ 
tifying utterances regarding the pervasive controlling 
power of “Omnipotent Matter”! 

The old atheism — the blatant, blasphemous, albeit 
honest and forthright atheism that brazenly and openly 
flaunted its disbelief in God—is dead. But in its place 
has arisen a new atheism disguised under euphemistic 
and misleading names; a modernist atheism that never 
openly reveals its purpose and never ceases secretly 
pursuing it; a modernist atheism which never denies 
God directly and never stops denying Him indirectly, 
insidiously, but none the less thoroughly. The method 
and the effect of the new atheism is to deny God piece¬ 
meal, to annihilate Him by degrees—that is, to divest 
Him progressively of the very attributes that make Him 
God. The process is accomplished so painlessly and 
yet so thoroughly that many a devout believer has been 
stripped of all belief in God, has been led to deny 
in effect the very reality of Deity, without even being 
aware of it. Indeed, such a pitiful victim of modernist 
atheism, with whom we are all familiar, will indig¬ 
nantly deny that he has lost all belief in God. He 
will affirm with due solemnity and deep reverence 
that he believes in “life struggling to realize itself in 
perfect love,” in “the sum total of natural laws,” in 
“the integrating process of the universe,” in “the 
principle of purposiveness inherent in matter,” in “the 
totality of the higher social and moral impulses.” 

Perhaps he does believe in any or all of these things, 
but these things are not God, and to call them God 
is nothing more nor less than a reversion to the child- 
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hood practice of calling a rubber doll a real, living 
baby. Imagine praying to “the sum total of natural 
laws”! Truly, primitive animism was never carried 
to wider perversions than it is today, when religious 
writers and thinkers, even ordained ministers, speak 
reverently and address prayers to a God who is defined 
as “the elemental energy, or unifying and activating 
force, contained in matter,” or—when it is an intangible 
which is vested with Deity — “the highest quality of 
moral excellence that has emerged in the moral order 
of humanity.” If we compare these new definitions 
with the definition of God in the New Standard Dic¬ 
tionary as “the one Supreme Being, self-existent and 
eternal; the infinite maker, sustainer, and ruler of 
the universe”—we find that in their mere statement 
and assertion, God is divested of and denied every 
quality and attribute that makes Him God. That is the 
method of the new atheism! It does not deny God—it 
simply denies Him His God-like attributes and qualities. 
It simply reduces Him to nothingness. As Berkeley 
and the Idealists laboriously pointed out, a given thing 
or being is nothing more than the sum total of its 
properties, qualities, and attributes. Deny a pencil 
length, breadth, thickness, taste, color, etc., and nothing 
remains. Deny God personality, omnipotence, intelli¬ 
gence, consciousness, etc., and nothing remains—His 
very existence is denied. As Henshaw Ward has truly 
said, only the atheist denies God, but a certain type 
of believer just as effectively “talks Him out of exist¬ 
ence.” 

The attribute of which the modernist atheism most 
persistently and insistently robs God is that of per¬ 
sonality. Indeed, in certain quarters, both inside and 
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outside of Protestantism, it has come to be considered 
a self-applied term of reproach even to avow a belief 
in a personal God. How often we hear the terms child¬ 
ish, crude, primitive, moronic, “anthropomorphic,” as¬ 
sociated with anyone who ventures to profess belief that 
God has personality! It is even considered “a great 
advance in the evolution of religious thought” to divest 
God of personality, as Julian Huxley contends in his 
Essays in Popular Science: “The purging of the con¬ 
cept of God of any inherent notion of personality is 
to me a further step in the evolution of the idea of 
God, comparable, for instance, to the step from poly¬ 
theism to monotheism.” How proudly and blithely 
and even flippantly is God denied personality! And 
yet what a long step in the direction of rank, naked 
atheism it is; without personality, what is God? He 
is only a symbolism, according to Huxley, who goes 
on to state: “The idea of God is therefore a convenient 
symbolism for grasping under a single head the mul¬ 
tifarious activities of the universe in their relation 
to man.” 

While, in the last analysis, this modernist atheism 
in practically all of its forms tends to deny omnipotence 
to God, the man who has probably done most to popu¬ 
larize the conception of God as a definitely finite Being 
is H. G. Wells. The eminent Englishman has drawn 
heavily upon his rich imagination and has exhausted 
his store of pictorial prose in an effort to make this 
finite god of his real, a living, striving being. Yet 
in reality this so-called God is only a process, a name 
for something, or rather a group of things; He is not 
a living being at all, as Shailer Mathews points out 
in his The Growth of the Idea of God : “He [Wells’s 
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God] is not omnipotent but is struggling toward that 
which is better. . . . But this adventure began with 
humanity, and although Mr. Wells’s combination of 
the concept of process with that of divine Person is 
more pictorial than precise, this God with whom we 
come into contact personally hardly differs from the 
spirit of humanity itself. This identification of God 
with a personification of the whole of human ex¬ 
perience is rather a favorite with men who hesitate 
to think of God as either impersonal process or ob¬ 
jectively personal.” In other words, Mr. Wells, under¬ 
neath all his ponderous erudition, has simply revamped 
a rarefied form of crude, primitive animism and has 
personified and deified an intangible, “the whole of 
human experience.” 

While he does a good job in debunking Mr. Wells’s 
hypothetical god, Dean Mathews’ purpose apparently 
is only to set up a false idol of his own; for, although 
Dean of the Divinity School of the University of 
Chicago, Shailer Mathews is himself a leading exponent 
of a most misleading variety of the modernist atheism. 
According to Dean Mathews, “God is our conception, 
born of social experience, of the personality-evolving 
and personally responsive elements of our cosmic en¬ 
vironment with which we are organically related. . . . 
We are organically one with those cosmic activities 
we know as God.” If Dean Mathews’ God is any less 
vulnerable than Mr. Wells’s, it is only because He is 
so obscured by confusing terms and vague verbiage 
that it is impossible to analyze and understand just 
what the Dean means by God. 

Among those—and they are regrettably many—who 
expound from their pulpits in various forms the gospel 
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of the modernist atheism, Edward Scribner Ames, 
Pastor of the University Church of the Disciples of 
Christ in Chicago, is representative and typical. In 
his Religion , Dr. Ames states frankly: “God is not 
supernatural, but wholly natural. . . . God is the spirit 
of the people.” What Dr. Ames obviously means is 
that God has no objective reality; He has no real 
existence; or as Henshaw Ward puts it, “Ames is 
merely letting us down gently to a realization that God 
is nothing but a symbol for the best social impulses.” 
In considering Dr. Ames’s definition of God as “the 
spirit of the people,” it is significant that Carl Max Otto, 
Professor of Philosophy in the University of Wisconsin, 
has often advocated this kind of God: “We must have 
a new God, for both theoretical and practical pur¬ 
poses—a God of the people, by the people, and for 
the people.” Yet Professor Otto has, with logic and 
consistency, taken the negative side of a published de¬ 
bate on the question, “Is There a God?” As Pro¬ 
fessor Otto has demonstrated, to reduce God to a sort 
of symbol for the best social impulses, to reduce Him 
to a sort of ideal or spirit of the people, is such a long 
step towards atheism, or rather is such a commitment 
to atheism, that one can go on and deny the very exist¬ 
ence of God without being inconsistent or rendering 
untenable such a position! Indeed, the mere defining 
of God in such terms, as a “symbol for the best social 
impulses,” is a tacit denial that He is anything more 
than that; it is a covert denial that He has any ob¬ 
jective reality or real existence. 

This device of denying God by reducing Him to 
human dimensions, of denying His infinite goodness 
by identifying it with the meager, adulterated good- 
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ness of man, of denying His omnipotence by asserting 
that He is one with weak and struggling humanity, of 
denying His supernatural power and attributes by as¬ 
serting that He cannot transcend the natural — in a 
word, this sacrilegious dethronement of God from the 
heavens, and this pagan reconstruction of the Infinite 
God in the image of man, is a most effective method 
of the modernist atheism. Is there any better way to 
deny with one sweep the existence of the Christian 
God—deny the existence of Him who is “infinite, eter¬ 
nal, and unchangeable in His being, wisdom, power, 
holiness, justice, goodness, and truth”—than to call 
Him a symbol or a personification of finite, transitory, 
changeable, stupid, ineffectual, profane, unjust, evil, 
and false humanity? 

As an example of the extremes to which this system 
of denying God by reducing Him to a mere symbol 
or name for certain human activities and values is 
carried, let us consider the three “provisional” defini¬ 
tions of God offered by Walter Marshall Horton of 
Oberlin College in his Theism and the Modern Mood. 
The informed reader need not be told that each and 
all of these definitions enjoy wide acceptance among 
those who have embraced the new atheism in conso¬ 
nance with their understanding of the “modern mood.” 
The three definitions are: “(1) God is my own better 
self, (2) God is all that is best in our human heritage, 
(3) God is a vast cosmic drift or trend toward harmony, 
fellowship, and mutual aid, whereby our efforts to 
create a just equilibrium in human affairs are sup¬ 
ported and sustained.” The use of the word “cosmic” 
is of course merely a flight of confusing hyperbole, 
since the “drift or trend” toward fellowship plainly 
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is not cosmos-wide and certainly can exist nowhere out¬ 
side humanity itself, as its highest aim and purpose 
“is to sweep all mankind eventually within the scope 
of its influence.” 

Carried to still wider aberration, this reduction of 
God to the stature of man reaches the point where God 
is diminished to the dimensions of a Being who lives, 
moves, and has His being in man. He is dependent 
on us; indeed, He is only a possibility or a potentiality 
within, or without, us, awaiting the time when we see 
fit to create Him and promote His growth and develop¬ 
ment. Such an idea is certainly an appalling degra¬ 
dation of the human imagination; yet it is no idle 
imagining; it is a theory seriously held, in part or 
in totality, and painstakingly defended and contributed 
to by such men as H. A. Overstreet, H. G. Wells, A. C. 
McGiffert, E. H. Reeman, William James, and F. Howe 
Johnson. In his God and Intelligence, Dr. Fulton J. 
Sheen shows the sources of this theory in the writings 
of these men, and explains it as follows: “He [God] 
is not: He is becoming . His life is evolving with the 
cosmic order and is ‘developing through the coopera¬ 
tive contributions (conscious and unconscious) of all 
creatures.’ 1 He is, therefore, helped by us, 2 and with¬ 
out us would forever remain unachieved. 3 He ‘needs 
not our prayers, our incense or the easy homage of our 
lips, but our brain, our blood, our will, our life.’ 4 Ay, 
more than this, ‘God Himself, in short, may draw vital 
strength and increase of very being from our fidelity.’ 6 ” 

According to this view, God, if and when human 
beings deign to grant Him sufficient strength and in- 

1 H. A. Overstreet 2 H. G. Wells 3 A. C. McGiffert 

4 E. H. Reeman 6 William James 
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crease of being to develop consciousness and the power 
of articulation, would address His prayers to man! 
That is the ultimate result of this process of pro¬ 
gressively diminishing and impoverishing God—He is 
reduced to nothingness, and then recreated by man! 
Man becomes the creator—and the Creator becomes 
something less than the created! Thus the ingenuity 
of modern man has produced a new degradation, a new 
vicious perversion of the temptation to idolatry, worse 
than any found in darkest Africa or benighted South 
Sea Island. For, while there you may find hideous 
monsters and ferocious animals and loathsome reptiles 
being worshiped, you may even find primitive men in¬ 
dulging in self-idolatry; only in civilized Christian na¬ 
tions in this twentieth century do you find men not 
only worshiping themselves, but asserting that God’s 
proper function, if He had the power of articulation, 
would be to pay homage to and worship them—His 
creator! 

Whether God be reduced to a creature or creation 
of man, or whether He be regarded as a spirit, symbol, 
or personification of certain activities and qualities of 
man, human self-worship is the inevitable result. If 
God is identical with our higher social impulses, we 
cannot worship Him without at the same time worship¬ 
ing ourselves. If He is our own better selves, then 
there is no difference whatever between worship of 
God and worship of ourselves. As Dr. Sheen has so 
admirably pointed out, the humanization of God means 
the divinization of human nature. The degradation of 
God means the deification of man. And since an atheist 
is one who acknowledges the existence of no power 
higher than himself, the man who identifies God with 



Modernist Atheism 


53 


humanity is an atheist. The whole is larger than any 
one of its parts—and if God is only a phase of hu¬ 
manity, only a name for certain sets of social im¬ 
pulses and human aspirations, then humanity is greater 
than God. There remains, then, no alternative to hu¬ 
man self-worship, with all its evils and degrading con¬ 
sequences. 

The fundamental fact that they who seek to identify 
God with humanity overlook is that of itself, without 
the support of the sustaining power of the Supernatural, 
humanity is nothing. Without the Supernatural, man 
has no soul; he is only a beast; he cannot create per¬ 
manent or spiritual values for which God can stand 
as a symbol; indeed, without a higher sustaining Power, 
he is doomed to certain annihilation—he and all his 
race. And God, too—if He be conceived as having 
no existence apart from mankind! Yet how often do 
exponents of the new atheism lose sight of this fact; 
how often do they identify God with ephemeral hu¬ 
manity and continue to think of Him in terms of the 
eternal! For instance, a writer in the Christian Century 
announced some years ago: “For modernism, God’s 
life is eternally self-identified with man’s.” (Emphasis 
supplied.) That has always been one of the troubles 
with, and probably temptations to, atheism—old or 
new; in getting rid of God, man imagines that he usurps 
God’s place and takes on His attributes! Men may 
imagine that in humanizing God they raise their own 
stature; but in reality it is not so. Rather, the op¬ 
posite holds true: to humanize God means to brutalize 
man; to reduce God from the Infinite to a mere sym¬ 
bol for the higher social impulses is a greater degra¬ 
dation in degree but not in kind than to reduce man 
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to a soulless beast from the status of a child of the 
infinite God, made in His image and possessed of an 
immortal soul. 

Men like Will Durant may speak of “enlarging” 
God by identifying Him with terrestrial life, and then 
they may rhapsodize over what a tremendous thing life 
on earth is, that “creative vitality of the world,” that 
“seething, germinating force—‘always and always the 
procreant urge of the world.’ ” But in reality, if 
there is no Supreme Being to Whom life on earth is 
important, and Who watches over, sustaining, protect¬ 
ing, and preserving it—if there is no such sustaining 
and directing Intelligence, what does life amount to? 
It is no tremendous force or “universal vitality” at 
all; rather, as Sir James Jeans has pointed out, it is 
“a mere accidental by-product of natural processes,” 
“a disease which afflicts matter in its old age.” And 
in that case, if there is no Supreme Being, then the 
earth is not a temporary home specially created for 
man; on the contrary, as Jeans suggests, it is only “a 
sort of final ash resulting from the combustion of the 
universe.” 

Yet it is considered an “enlargement” of the Infinite 
God to imprison Him as a motivating force or a set 
of social impulses within this disease which afflicts the 
ash resulting from the combustion of the universe! 
Nietzsche, Mencken, and other scoffers have told us 
that human life is a sort of eczema afflicting the surface 
or skin of the earth—and certainly they are correct 
if God has no objective reality, no real existence. But 
if that is the nature of man, then how ugly, how in¬ 
significant, how petty and inconsequential God be¬ 
comes—when He is conceived as living, moving, and 
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having His being in man, or is conceived as a symbol 
for certain human impulses, or as a personification 
of humanity itself! Indeed, if God is to be reduced 
to such a grotesque monstrosity or impotent abstraction, 
then let us agree with Dr. John H. Dietrich that God 
is an anachronism, that “the word ‘God’ had better be 
dropped.” If the old God, the true God, is dead, let 
Him at least rest in peace. Let Him not be caricatured 
in the image of a grotesque nondescript idol, com¬ 
pounded of primitive animism and philosophical pan¬ 
theism; let Him not be mocked by such an impotent 
unreality, such a vague and vacuous abstraction as 
that offered us by the Deity’s self-appointed redefiners 
and reinterpreters. 

If we must have atheism, let us have naked, outright, 
downright atheism, and not this new deceptive, doubly 
blasphemous variety. The old atheism was honest; it 
was forthright; it met the issue squarely and for the 
most part it fought fairly. Christianity, theism, had 
little to fear from it. The old atheism was like a 
plague; it could be located, diagnosed, and combated. 
The new atheism is a mysterious, confusing cancerous 
growth. Devout believers have the very roots of their 
belief in God eaten away—and they don’t even know 
it. Whole Protestant bodies have been vitiated by it— 
have been effectively atheized, have lost sight and con¬ 
sciousness of God entirely. Yet it has all been ac¬ 
complished so slowly, so insidiously, so illusorily that 
the victims imagined themselves attaining to a “larger, 
clearer, more modern and scientific” conception of 
God, at the very time the infinite God was being re¬ 
duced in their minds and hearts to a mere shadowy 
symbol or vague abstraction. Thus, under pretense 
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of building a new conception of God, the old, the true 
God was argued out of existence. That is the method 
and effect of the modernist atheism. 

For no matter by what devious and deceptive devices 
it may be propagated, no matter in what obscure and 
obfuscating terms it may be stated, no matter unto what 
high-sounding and confusing purposes it may ostensibly 
be dedicated, this redefining and reinterpreting of God 
can only end in reducing Him to a virtual nullity. It 
can only end in actual or virtual atheism; it really 
matters little which. A God who is only a symbol 

or an abstraction is hardly better than none at all, and 
if believed in long enough will lead to none at all, 
since there are no proofs, there are not even any 
logical arguments for the existence of this kind of 
God. He can only be accepted on faith, and faith 
of a rather attentuated, insubstantial, and unreasoning 
form. Once a person comes to believe in this kind 
of hypothetical God, naked atheism is the next in¬ 
evitable, irresistible step. No skeptic will ever find 
reassurance; he will not be persuaded to maintain faith 
and belief in a lifeless symbol or abstraction, by sur¬ 
veying the marvelous order of the starry heavens. The 
wonders of nature offer no evidence for this type of 
God. The whole argument from design is valueless 
and irrelevant; as also is the argument from causation: 
a symbol cannot act as a First Cause! Nor can a per¬ 
sonification of humanity act as a Creator! Nor could 
Kant have found any evidence for the existence of this 
sort of God; such an abstraction is not by any stretch 
of the imagination “a postulate of our moral nature”; 
such a deity certainly is not the Lawgiver without us 
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whose existence Kant deduced from the moral law 
within us. 

The most profound philosophers and logicians, the 
most enthusiastic searchers after truth, can find only 
empty holes, dead formulae, and lifeless unreality in 
this new hollow idol masqueraded as God—this new 
supposititious deity who can only act to lure believers 
from the true God, and then, when doubts assail their 
minds, abandon them to absolute atheism. The new 
god cannot be defended by reason; there are no valid 
arguments for his existence. To renounce the Christian 
God in favor of this new idol predisposes to atheism; 
it is an untenable position that cannot long be main¬ 
tained. But even if it could, it would not matter greatly; 
the very statement and definition of God in terms of 
vague symbols, abstractions, or human qualities, social 
impulses, and attributes is a practical denial and dis¬ 
regard of the infinite God. For the modernist atheism, 
in all its forms and formulations, denies either directly 
or in effect the existence of a Supreme Being Who 
hears and answers prayers, Who is personally interested 
in the beings whom He created in His Own Image 
and endowed with immortal souls, Who created and sus¬ 
tains the universe. The modernist atheism denies the 
existence of the God Who is “a spirit, infinite, eternal, 
and unchangeable in His being, wisdom, power, holi¬ 
ness, justice, goodness, and truth.” 



Chapter V 


THE MENACE OF “EDUCATIONAL 

TOTALITARIANISM”* 


An outstanding Communist conspirator of this gen¬ 
eration said, in plotting the destruction of Christian 
civilization, “We must enter and seize possession of 
the mind, the conscience, and the heart of youth.” 
In order to set up the totalitarian state, which controls 
the intellectual, moral, and spiritual life of the people, 
it is first requisite that intellectual, moral, and spiritual 
regimentation shall be imposed upon future genera¬ 
tions by an all-controlling educational system. 

Lenin said that a “godless generation” is the neces¬ 
sary basis of a successful communist society. The 
Soviet school system functions to mold the rising 
generation in the godlessness which must underlie the 
Marxian materialistic order. The philosophy of atheist 
materialism in the minds of the young is the basis of 
the system of atheist materialism in control of the life 
and destiny of the Bolshevik nation. 

The Soviet system of totalitarian education is predi¬ 
cated upon two central pillars — naturalism and ani¬ 
malism. The Supernatural is denied; the world in 

* Reprinted from the Pilot 
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which we live, and the universe of which it is a 
part, is explained exclusively in naturalistic terms. 
The cosmos is presented as a materialistic machine, 
driven and blindly directed by purely physical forces. 

As the universe is presented and explained in terms 
of naturalism, so man is accounted for in terms of 
animalism. The theory of the brute ancestry of man 
is proclaimed as an established fact. Man is said to 
be “different from the other animals in degree, but 
not in kind.” The intellect of man is explained as 
a refinement of the brute brain. The conscience of 
man is represented as a “development of animal in¬ 
stincts.” The soul of man is denied immortality, and 
is declared to be nothing more nor less than a totality 
of animal attributes. 

The philosophy of materialism, which is compounded 
of naturalism and animalism, denies that man has a 
moral nature or that the universe is controlled by moral 
laws dictated by a Supreme Moral Agency. The aboli¬ 
tion of morality is the primary aim of the Soviet sys¬ 
tem. To advance this end, animalism is taught not 
only as a philosophy, but as a way of life. Sex prom¬ 
iscuity is encouraged. In the name of Freudian psy¬ 
chology and of the “new” sociology, youth is directed 
into the way of “barnyard behavior.” 

The pink intellectuals and red politicians who seek 
to communize America realize that they can set up a 
totalitarian state here only if they first set in motion 
a totalitarian educational system, which will regiment 
our youth in the way of animalism. “The school must 
build the Soviet order,” is the slogan which has been 
sounded forth from Teachers’ College, Columbia Uni- 
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versity, which is recognized throughout the world as 
“the greatest red training school this side of Moscow.” 

Already many of our outstanding universities have 
become hotbeds of atheist and communist propaganda. 
The Supernatural has been denied a place in modern 
education. Christ has been exiled from the classroom. 
God’s Word has been banned from the halls of learn¬ 
ing. High school, as well as college, education has 
been put on a naturalistic basis. 

The advance of animalism in public-school education 
has gone apace. The final phase is now approaching. 
So-called “sex education” is the medium and method 
for spreading “barnyard morality” throughout the 
ranks of youth. The type of sex education now in 
effect in more than seven hundred American high 
schools is animalism, pure and simple. God’s law of 
pre-marital chastity is ignored. Sex experimentation 
is encouraged. The most sacred of relationships is 
presented as a purely physiological function. 

The results of this animalistic training are evident 
on all sides. In one large city, in which the new¬ 
fangled “sex education” program has been in effect 
for several years, a rising rate of juvenile delinquency, 
of illegitimacy, and of social disease, has been noted 
among high-school students. An official of the city 
health department has traced a large element of the 
increase in immorality to the teaching of sex promis¬ 
cuity in the tax-supported high schools. 

Educators of sound moral and patriotic instinct are 
raising their voices in protest against this mass de¬ 
bauchery of our youth. Recognizing that this ungodly 
regimentation of youth in the way of free-love-ism 
strikes at the American home, the foundation of our 
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civilization, outstanding educators of the nation are 
warning our Christian citizenry against the perils of 
this spreading plague of educational totalitarianism. 

A special committee of the Teachers Alliance of 
New York City has condemned so-called “sex educa¬ 
tion’* as a “usurpation of parental rights.” For the 
school to take over “responsibility for sex education” 
is a “dangerous form of totalitarian education,” de¬ 
clared the Committee. 

The Committee called attention to the program of 
the radical educators whereby it is presumed that “sex 
is the major factor of the educative process for chil¬ 
dren between twelve and fifteen years of age.” Ac¬ 
cording to this radical, pagan theory, the principal 
concern of high school teachers should be the centering 
of students’ attention upon sex and related subjects. 

Tracing this doctrine to the filthy theories of Sig¬ 
mund Freud, the committee branded Freudianism as 
“antiquated” and “completely discredited.” Freud has 
long been recognized by all competent specialists as 
a fraud and charlatan. Outside of communistic circles, 
his ideas have never been accorded a favorable hearing. 
The Soviets, however, seized upon Freud’s sexism as 
a ready means for animalizing the youth of the na¬ 
tions and preparing them for the communist regime. 

For more than a generation now, America has moved 
steadily in the direction of a totalitarian system, both 
educational and governmental. The federal authority 
has progressively reached out in all directions, taking 
unto itself one after another of the rights of the in¬ 
dividual, of the states, and of the local communities. 
More and more power has been taken from the people 
and lodged in the hands of bureaucrats at Washington. 
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Slowly, but surely, the citizen has been stripped of 
his liberties, until now he is approaching the helpless 
status of a serf, or ward, of the State. 

At the same time that the political bureaucrats have 
been enslaving the individual, the educational bureau¬ 
crats have been impoverishing and undermining the 
home. No longer is a man’s home his castle, and no 
longer is the child sent forth into life under the di¬ 
rective power of the teachings received at his mother’s 
knee. The sacred rights of parenthood have been in¬ 
fringed. A mother may try to impress God’s Word 
upon the hearts of her children, but the overreaching 
atheist educators do their utmost to undo all her ef¬ 
forts. They impose godless propaganda upon the child 
calculated to negate and nullify the teachings of godly 
parents. 

Having already denied the right of parents to rear 
their offspring in the love and fear of the Lord, the 
school bureaucrats are now challenging the right of 
mothers to bring up their daughters in the way of 
chastity and purity. Mothers who teach Christian 
modesty to their daughters find, in too many cases, that 
their teachings are negatived by a Freudian-dominated 
school system which soils and corrupts the minds of 
the young with the foulest filth. Coming from Christian 
homes, girls in leading colleges are turned into the 
paths of sex promiscuity and free-love-isms. 

Only in Soviet Russia do the educational commissars 
take physical possession of the childhood of the nation. 
Only there has the system been put into effect whereby 
babies are torn from their mothers’ breasts and “col¬ 
lectivized” in State nurseries. But, while it is more 
subtle and less outrightly brutal, the system employed 
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here is no less tyrannical. Parents are permitted to 
maintain physical possession of their children. But 
the atheist-communist educators have seized control of 
the children, intellectually, morally, and spiritually. 
Parents may keep possession of the bodies of their 
offspring, but it is the pagan educational system that 
owns their minds and souls. Parents may nurture the 
bodies of their children, but the school bureaucrats 
are feeding and poisoning the intellects and consciences 
of the youth. 

A totalitarian educational system is extending its 
power to the point where it virtually controls the in¬ 
tellectual, moral, and spiritual life of youth. The 
young are being molded into the kind of citizen who 
will submit and subject himself to Soviet rule. The 
young generation is being prepared for Soviet slavery— 
for regimentation. The youth is being degraded to 
the level of animals—of cattle—so that it will submit 
to being “herded,” regimented. A godless—atheized 
and animalized—generation is the necessary basis of 
Soviet Society, as the reds well understand. 

Only a revolt of Christian parents against this en¬ 
croaching educational totalitarianism can save America 
from disaster. The time has come when parents must 
fight for the rights of their children, for the rights of 
the American home, if Christian civilization is to sur¬ 
vive. The moral foundations of American life are 
being hacked away. Our Christian citizenry must be¬ 
stir themselves and stand guard over the moral and 
spiritual rights of youth. They must come to the rescue 
of a generation which has been made the prey and 
victim of the red regimenters who slyly seek to use 
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the school as an agency of Soviet propaganda in order 
that the foundations of the Soviet society of tomorrow 
may be laid in the hearts and minds of the school 
children of today. 



Chapter VI 


BEYOND THE CAMPAIGN FOR SEX 

EDUCATION* 


It does not matter whether one looks beyond or 
behind the current campaign for “sex education” in 
state-supported schools throughout the nation; in either 
case, the discerning eye discovers a design conspicu¬ 
ously absent from the official literature of the move¬ 
ment itself. Behind the campaign for compulsory sex 
enlightenment is the hidden aim, perennially nursed 
by the protagonists of neo-paganism, to spread propa¬ 
ganda for the “New Morality” under the guise of 
“education.” Beyond this campaign lies the “New 
Moral Order,” which is supposed to be the creation 
of the first generation systematically and scientifically 
“educated” in things sexual, from the primary grades 
through college and marriage, or at least maturity. 

The lustiest champions of the crusade for secular 
education in sex have little, if any, inkling of the 
forces behind, or the goal ahead, of the movement in 
whose vanguard they march. The earnest and ener¬ 
getic club women and “liberal” religious and civic 
leaders have simply been sold the standard brand of 
social panacea and patent medicine, palmed off under 

* Reprinted from the Catholic World 
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the stereotype fallacious claims and false pretenses in 
which the social quacks specialize. For the most part, 
the agitated souls who now accept and acclaim the 
hollow notion that “sex education” will magically cure 
all problems of youthful delinquency are the same 
gullible crew who a few years back went “overboard” 
for the specious bait of those who offered legalized 
birth control as a cure-all for all the ills and problems 
of marital and family life. The good ladies and 
gentlemen of the social uplift groups have yet to make 
the discovery that the sex educational and the birth 
control movements, alike, have the ulterior objective 
of substituting a pagan system for prevailing Christian 
morality. 

By bitter experience, the Communists learned that 
in America they could get nowhere by trying to sell 
Sovietism under the made-in-Moscow label. Hence 
they substituted for their product an American label, 
specifying its patriotic content to be 100 per cent and 
prescribing that it should be taken only in accordance 
with directions contained in the Constitution of the 
United States! By offering their alien nostrum under 
the brand of “Twentieth-Century Americanism,” the 
smooth salesmen of Sovietism have vastly increased 
their market. 

Lenin boasted that Communism in America would 
be built by non-Communists. Today it is the “de¬ 
fenders of democracy” who are planting dynamite be¬ 
neath our most cherished democratic institutions. Just 
so, it is the “friends of morality” who largely are 
championing the type of “sex education” calculated 
to tear down Christian standards of morality. The “sex 
radicals” use the same technique as the promoters of 
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political revolution. As proletarian dictatorship ad¬ 
vances in the name of democracy, so the war against 
Christian morality is promoted under the guise of 
strengthening it. Sex education intended to paganize 
youth is popularized as a curative of juvenile de¬ 
linquency! 

The drive for secularizing sex, for taking the moral 
instruction of youth out of the hands of parents and 
the church and placing it within the power of public 
educators, never had any real purpose other than that 
of replacing Christian morality with an allegedly 
“scientific” standard. It has been only recently that 
the promoters of sex education have taken to offering 
their scheme, not as a means of creating a “New 
Morality,” but ostensibly as a method of strengthening 
and stabilizing traditional Christian concepts of chastity. 
The older “sex radicals” seem to have some difficulty 
in adapting themselves to the new tactic of advancing 
their program in the name of moral conservatism and 
under the pretension of preserving the ethical status 
quo. 

A case in point is that presented by Havelock Ellis, 
the Nestor of all the sex educators. This peerless pa¬ 
triarch of neo-paganism proudly boasts that more than 
sixty years ago he dedicated himself to the diffusing 
of sex enlightenment among youth; and it cannot be 
denied that, if one is not at all particular about how 
the word enlightenment is defined, Dr. Ellis has been 
far from a failure in pursuing his life’s ambition. 
Whether it is due to approaching senility, a habit of 
candor cultivated by a lifetime of “plain” writing 
about sex, or some other cause, the acclaimed leader of 
the sex enlightenment drive has failed entirely to adapt 
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his pronouncements to the exigencies of the American 
scene. In other words, he has failed completely to 
hide the design of bringing on a “sexual revolution,” 
while spreading the idea that sex education is aimed 
solely at preventing among the young the immorality 
which is supposed to result from ignorance of matters 
sexual. 

Dr. Ellis’ lack of skill as a propagandist is mani¬ 
fest in his article “Sexual Freedom Today” in the 
American Mercury (May, 1937). The title itself is 
singularly inappropriate for an American audience, 
since our sex crusaders act on the policy that in ad¬ 
vancing the program of sex enlightenment for the 
young the adult population must not be enlightened as 
to the underlying purpose of enlightening youth! Since 
Dr. Ellis’ paper largely deals with the progress al¬ 
ready made in the cause of sex enlightenment, such a 
title rather suggests that current sex education has 
something to do with prevailing “sexual freedom”; 
and this is a conclusion which, if widespread, would 
discredit the educational campaign in the eyes of the 
very people who are principally, though blindly, spon¬ 
soring it. 

Dr. Ellis does throw the standardized sop to the 
gullible American public, however, by quoting the 
statement of a Judge Jeanette Brill of New York to 
the effect that “complete sex education for our chil¬ 
dren is an absolute necessity” as a preventive of ju¬ 
venile delinquency. He quotes her as saying, “Parents 
have been given a fair trial, and have, for the most 
part, failed utterly.” He follows up by saying, “With 
the result, she adds, that the tragic victims of sex 
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ignorance are brought into the Juvenile Courts every 
day/’ 

After making the “point” that juvenile immorality 
is allegedly the product of sex ignorance. Dr. Ellis 
manages to get through his little dissertation without 
once mentioning his pet project of “novitiate mar¬ 
riages”—that is, experimental matings—to be fostered 
among the young as a part of their general sex en¬ 
lightenment. (Immorality is not immoral if one is 
“ enlightened .”) 

In a previous article in the Mercury , however, Dr. 
Ellis let the cat out of the bag—and the cat is no 
playful tabby, either; this beast unleashed as a phase 
of the program of sex enlightenment is a skulking 
Bengal tiger, or slithering black leopard, preying 
among the youth of the land, seeking whom among 
the innocents he may devour. 

In his discussion of the “Sex Problems of Modern 
Parents” ( American Mercury , October, 1936), Dr. 
Ellis concedes that his program of sex education is not 
confined to a mere imparting of the facts of life. He 
says, “For we have been mainly concerned to impart 
elementary facts. Important as they are, when we 
view the sexual and social situation today, we see that 
something is needed beyond facts. . . . Beyond the 
biological facts, there are the social facts, the institu¬ 
tions, the traditions, the prejudices of the social world 
into which we are bom; and there are as well the ideas 
and feelings with which we ourselves have grown up, 
and which, though we may modify, we cannot destroy.” 

Sex education is supposed to give an enlightened 
view on all phases of sexual behavior; and, finally, 
it is supposed to result in society’s becoming “en- 
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lightened” and establishing the system of “novitiate 
marriage”—a more radical form of Judge Lindsey’s 
“companionate marriage.” Ellis states bluntly, “An 
enlightened society, keeping time with modern progress 
in sexual education, might formally recognize novitiate 
marriages. If happy marriages are as rare as they 
are widely held to be, it is because proper selection 
is the exception rather than the rule. Indeed, the 
first choice in the experience of most of us is not often 
the best. It is therefore time that social institutions 
should keep step with the new claims for instruction 
in sexual matters by providing for the experience which 
is perhaps even more clearly required for marriage 
than for a profession. Such training can never be 
satisfactorily achieved by mere courtship, however pro¬ 
longed. A testing period for the sexual life should 
be regarded as at least as desirable as for the ascetic 
life. Novitiate marriage, or some similar innovation, 
should be backed by public approval.” 

Few exponents of sex education will venture openly 
to question Dr. Ellis’ allegedly infallible word on the 
matter. And their master leaves no doubt as to his 
meaning: experimental mating should be sanctioned 
by a society whose “enlightenment” keeps pace with 
that which it imposes upon its young; the “new claims 
for instruction in sexual matters” carry with them the 
requirement that provision be made for youth to have 
the actual sex experience necessary, in addition to 
thorough sex education, in order that “proper selection 
of marital mates may be insured! 

Dr. Ellis apparently is beset with doubts as to just 
how much “enlightenment” the modern generation of 
parents can absorb. In his article on “Sexual Free- 
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dom Today,” he expresses the opinion that mothers 
are not fit fully to instruct their children; but he adds, 
“It is useless to turn from the mothers to the elemen¬ 
tary school teachers.” He feels that school teachers 
are not competent for the task because “they have been 
brought up in a cloistered concentration on intellectual 
subjects which has often even suppressed their own 
sex impulses.” The “solution,” he contends, lies in 
the “establishment, with or without state aid, of special 
methods of sex education.” Apparently, to be entirely 
satisfactory, the education of youth in matters moral 
would have to be vested in that specially select element 
of the population who make a profession of not “sup¬ 
pressing” their own “sex impulses”! 

Next to Havelock Ellis, Bertrand Russell probably 
has had the most influence in popularizing “enlight¬ 
ened” ideas on moral questions. In his book, Marriage 
and Morals, Russell gives away the game of those who 
would spread the delusion that lack of sex enlighten¬ 
ment is the primary cause of juvenile immorality. 
He frankly recognizes that “if the old morality is to 
be re-established” youth must be kept “unenlightened” 
regarding sex matters. He says “this requisite is al¬ 
ready fulfilled in schools over which the churches 
have any control. The next requisite is a very severe 
censorship upon all books giving information on sex 
subjects” 

As he recognizes that the keeping within strict 
bounds of Christian concepts of decency of all infor¬ 
mation on sex subjects imparted to youth is the foun¬ 
dation of the old morality, so Mr. Russell posits un¬ 
limited and uninhibited “sex enlightenment” as the 
basis for his “New Morality.” “In the attempt to build 
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up a new sexual morality,” the first requisite is to get 
rid of what he calls “the taboo on sex knowledge.” 
He devotes a chapter to this subject. Obviously what 
Mr. Russell means by the “taboo on sex knowledge” is 
simply the preventing of the soiling of the impression¬ 
able minds of youth with ideas and suggestions con¬ 
ducive to immorality. It would seem that Mr. Russell 
is on logical ground when he ties up “free thinking” 
and free talking regarding sex with loose conduct 
along sexual lines. If his “New Morality” of sexual 
laxity is to spread over all bounds of civilized decency, 
it is initially requisite that the minds of youth be 
made congenial to erotic anarchy. Anarchic thinking 
regarding sex must precede anarchic sexual behavior. 
Clearly, it is not logical to expect youth’s erotic be¬ 
havior to be under a control any more or any less 
strict than the “censorship imposed upon the training 
of his thought along such lines.” 

In an article on “Our Sexual Ethics” (American 
Mercury , May 1936), Mr. Russell frankly states that 
“complete openness” and “enlightenment” regarding 
“sex subjects” as presented to youth constitutes “the 
almost indispensable preliminary to an enlightened 

sexual morality.” 

It should be unnecessary to mention that Mr. Russell 
means by “an enlightened sexual morality.” To ap¬ 
preciate the kind of “sex ethic” which is based on a 
program of complete sex enlightenment of youth, it 
might be stated that Mr. Russell’s “New Morality” in¬ 
cludes, among others, these principles and ideas: it is 
“positively desirable” that young people of college age 
should have “experience of sex”; marriage should 
always be preceded by a period of experimental mat- 
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ing; relations not involving children should be free of 
all restraint or prohibition of the State, and no mar¬ 
riage license should be granted save to couples present¬ 
ing proof of illegitimate parenthood or a doctor’s 
certificate specifying that this condition shortly would 
be fulfilled; adulterous “episodes” should not be pre¬ 
cluded by a “permanent marriage,” but rather should 
be recognized as socially, morally, and legally per¬ 
missible. 

There is evidence that already the sex education 
program in certain of our state supported schools has 
proceeded to the point of undermining Christian con¬ 
cepts of morality. Probably the most widely publi¬ 
cized source of sex instruction lies in the series of 
nine books prepared by the Progressive Education As¬ 
sociation; these textbooks of sex education are now in 
experimental use in schools throughout the nation. 
Presumably, they are also in use in homes throughout 
the nation, too; for, just three of the books are intended 
for use by school children, the other six being designed 
for the enlightenment of parents and teachers! 

The more sensational magazines are already herald¬ 
ing the “New Morality” presaged by this new type of 
sex instruction which seems to be subtle propaganda 
for neo-paganism, rather than “education” regarding 
the facts of life. Writing in the February, 1938, issue 
of Physical Culture , John Hayden says that the series 
of books published by the Progressive Education As¬ 
sociation “offer to a bewildered younger generation 
a higher morality based on good taste and expediency.” 
The books “frankly challenge the validity of traditional 
views on sex, marriage, the family, and of ethical 
standards generally.” 
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According to Mr. Hayden, one of the books intended 
for use by school children treats sin as a myth: “A 
section about the awakening desires of adolescence, and 
of the sexual problems that arise at that time is simi¬ 
larly detached, factual, and free from any strain of 
moralizing, and from any suggestion that there is any¬ 
thing sinful or shameful about the desire for sexual 
satisfactions. 

“The whole matter is reduced to a question of good 
judgment, and there is no hint that those who make 
mistakes of judgment—and who violate the sex con¬ 
ventions—have necessarily lost their decency and their 
self-respect, or that they have ‘sinned’ and besmirched 
themselves in some mysterious and magic manner— 
however regrettable their departure from the conven¬ 
tions may be.” 

Again, he says, reviewing the attitude taken in the 
textbooks of sex education, “It isn’t a question of ‘sin.’ 
It’s a question of managing one’s life intelligently so 
that one may live happily and avoid getting hurt.” 

That counsel sounds suspiciously like the old pagan¬ 
ism, the old hedonism of anti-Christian philosophy. 
Apparently, the addition of courses in sex education 
to the state school curricula just means the providing 
of one more medium through which anti-Christianity 
may be taught. The denial of the reality of sin is as 
much an anti-religious dogma as is the denial of im¬ 
mortality or of the Creator Himself. The mission and 
message of the Savior Himself are repudiated in the 
very act of denying the reality of sin. Significantly 
enough, Betrand Russell has said that “sex educators” 
of children should have as a prime object the dispelling 
of the idea that “any action” should be labeled as 
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“sin.’* (See his article on “Our Sexual Ethics.”) Sex 
education for American school children seems to be 
formulated according to principles laid down by 
Russell. 

G. K. Chesterton once said that “Sociology is not 
a science, bad or good; but it is a morality; and one 
that is mostly bad.” Apparently, newly established 
courses in “sex education” in high schools and grade 
schools will be agencies for imparting bad morality 
to children too young to comprehend the “higher 
immorality” sometimes taught in sociology and other 
courses offered at state universities. 

Many critics of sex education in state schools have 
offered the objection that the instructor may go too 
far in giving children of tender age knowledge of sex. 
Thi s is a real danger, but it is not so great a one as 
the menace personified by teachers who, in the inter¬ 
ests of propaganda for anti-Christianity, deliberately 
suppress or distort the central facts of existence. Sin 
is the basic reality of human experience; and the young 
person taught to ignore or disbelieve in its existence 
is sunk in an ignorance a thousand times as dark and 
deadly as any imposed by the most prudish Puritanism. 

Consider this doctrine, currently taught as a part 
of general sex enlightenment, that a plunge into im¬ 
morality is just a “mistake of judgment,” involving 
no loss of “decency” or “self-respect,” no “besmirch¬ 
ing” of the guilty individuals. Who can conceive of 
a more vicious and blatant untruth? Such pseudo¬ 
scientific superstition, such crass ignorance, is on a par 
with a denial that water is wet or that fire burns. Sin 
is as profound a reality as cancer, and it leaves as 
deep an actual imprint upon the flesh and blood which 
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it assails. Any psychologist worthy of the name knows 
that a loss of chastity warps the emotional system, scars 
the memory, indelibly marks the intellect and per¬ 
sonality, involving an injury to one’s sense of self- 
respect which is never completely effaced. As an of¬ 
fense against God, sin may be forgiven; but nature 
never forgives, and the physical effects of sin are car¬ 
ried to the grave. 

The old Puritanism may have had its stork and other 
symbols of inculcated ignorance, but the “new enlight¬ 
enment” has a mythology all its own, a mythological 
scheme of existence fashioned of the dream world of 
neo-pagans who fondly imagine that the laws of nature's 
God, of Eternal Justice, have been abrogated, simply 
because they will that it were so. Ostrichlike, these 
higher ignoramuses stick their heads in the sands of 
sophistry and fantastically visualize this earth under 
God to be a Freudian’s paradise. Ignoring the con¬ 
sequences of sin, they imagine that moral anarchy bears 
no pains and no penalties. Oblivious to sound scien¬ 
tific investigation regarding the positive benefits of 
chastity, they presume that sex indulgence is necessary 
to physical and mental health. Consider the mytho¬ 
logical kingdom, peopled with bugaboos and hobgob¬ 
lins, that ^tbey have conjured up as a dwelling place 
for those who “repress” sex impulses! Consider the 
fool’s paradise in which they imagine they live—a 
sinner’s empyrean in which only chastity is punished, 
in which debauchery is a royal road to health, in 
which contraceptives are fool-proof and sure-fire, in 
which prophylaxis is flawless and never-failing, in 
which nature is always cheated, and profligacy always 
pays dividends in health and pleasure! 
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Ah, yes, the poor child of the “new enlightenment” 
is lost in an engulfing ignorance of impenetrable 
density—a calculated ignorance which leads multitudes 
along the path that ends in disaster. It is miseducation 
regarding sex, not native ignorance of it, which is the 
source of youth’s confusion. Deliberate untruths and 
deceptive half-truths are luring to destruction thousands 
of young people for every one who may take a mis¬ 
step through ignorance based on innocence, rather than 
inculcated “enlightenment.” It is hard to believe that 
any young person ever erred because of lack of edu¬ 
cation regarding birth control; yet unnumbered thou¬ 
sands have embarked on immoral adventures because 
they had learned all the things that aren’t so about 
birth control; how it has made immorality “safe,” 
how if one is smart enough and careful enough there 
is no danger of “getting caught.” The one thing that 
has given modern youth confidence in entering into 
sin, and complacency in remaining in that state, is 
the false sense of security, the “know-it-all-attitude,” 
bred by the miseducators in and out of our schools 
who stupidly imagine that modern man has risen above 
the moral laws of God, has overcome the rules of his 
own being, established by his own Creator, has out¬ 
witted nature, nullified the consequences of sin, and 
exiled the voice of conscience from the life of civilized 
humanity. 

In opposing the current campaign for miscalled 
“sex education” in state supported schools, Christians 
do not align themselves on the side of ancient ignor¬ 
ance, against modern enlightenment, as the sex propa¬ 
gandists would have us believe. On this issue, as on 
all others, Christians stand on the side of truth, which 
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is eternal. They stand on the side of morality, which 
is unchanging. In the name of truth and Christian 
morality, they stand opposed to this “higher ignorance” 
posing as “new learning,” this deeper darkness repre¬ 
sented as “modern enlightenment,” this old immorality 
paraded as a “New Morality,” this Satanic propaganda 
for age-old depravity circulated under the stamp and 
seal of “scientific” sex education. 


Printed in the United States of America 



